Recent theoretical developments have enabled the empirical study of trust for specific referents in organizations. The authors conducted a 14-month field study of employee trust for top management. A 9-month quasi-experiment found that the implementation of a more acceptable performance appraisal system increased trust for top management. The 3 proposed factors of trustworthiness (ability, benevolence, and integrity) mediated the relationship between perceptions of the appraisal system and trust.
Recognition of the importance of trust in organizations has grown dramatically in recent years, evidenced by an abundance of published work attempting to understand the phenomenon from a variety of perspectives. Trust for employees (Whitney, 1994) , trust for management (Mishra, 1996; Robinson, 1996) , and interorganizational trust (Gulati, 1995) have all been examined in recent scholarly literature. Many more works have suggested that trust is very important to other phenomena, such as group process and negotiation, without delving into the nature of trust and how it develops.
There is some evidence that suggests that trust levels for management in many organizations are declining (Farnam, 1989) . Some researchers have suggested that organizations routinely violate what the employees believe are the employers' obligations, leading to a general erosion of trust for employers (Robinson & Rousseau, 1994) . Because trust is so difficult to build (Tyler & Degoey, 1995) and so poorly understood, some authors have suggested legalistic remedies to protect an organization from opportunistic employee behaviors (e.g., Sitkin & Bies, 1994) . Argyris (1964) theorized that trust for management is tied to important productivity-related outcomes. Given this, it is important for Roger C. Mayer, Department of Management, Hankamer School of Business, Baylor University; James H. Davis, Department of Management, College of Business Administration, University of Notre Dame.
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The effective use of performance appraisal systems may provide an opportunity to build trust in organizations. In the first section that follows, we explore the concept of trust, as well as the factors that are proposed to lead to it. Following that, we consider the relationship between performance appraisal and trust. A quasi-experiment on the effect of a company's performance appraisal system on trust for top management is then presented, followed by a path analysis that examines the role of trustworthiness in mediating the relationship between perceptions of the appraisal system and trust.
The Concept of Trust
The study of trust has been hampered by its status as a first-degree construct. Calder (1977) has suggested that the study of topics such as trust, which "belong to the world of everyday explanation," (p. 182) leads to a proliferation of approaches to understanding them, because there are numerous connotations of the terms involved. Consequently, although trust has been recognized as important from many organizational perspectives, a number of diverse and somewhat conflicting definitions and approaches have developed.
One example of the approaches that have developed is the sociological approach (e.g., Lewis & Weigert, 1985) , in which trust is viewed as a characteristic of the social fabric that facilitates interactions among parties. This approach may be helpful in understanding how a more widespread level of trust among various individuals in a social system can improve the system's ability to function. However, using such an approach, one cannot identify specific actions a particular party might undertake in order to become more trusted by a given other or others. Hence, its utility for the current purposes is limited.
A recent framework that appears to be promising as a theoretical foundation for understanding the development of trust defines trust as a willingness to be vulnerable to the actions of another party . This conceptualization differentiates trust itself from its outcomes, which are various types of risk-taking in the relationship with the trustee (i.e., to-be-trusted party). Trust defined in this manner does not involve risk per se, but is a willingness to engage in risk-taking with the focal party. Such outcomes could include cooperation, sharing sensitive information, and voluntarily allowing the trustee control over issues that are important to the trustor (i.e., trusting party). This conceptualization of trust also separates trust from its antecedents. It holds that a trustor will be willing to be vulnerable to another party based both on the trustor's propensity to trust other people in general, and on the trustor's perception that the particular trustee is trustworthy. Mayer et al. (1995) posit that trustworthiness is comprised of three factors: ability, benevolence, and integrity. Ability is that group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that allow a party to have influence within some domain. For a member of management, this subsumes both the formal and informal influence they are perceived to have in the organization, as well as their perceived competence and skills. Benevolence is the extent to which a trustee is believed to want to do good to the trustor, aside from an egocentric profit motive. If an employee believes a manager cares about the employee's interests, the manager will be seen as having benevolence for the employee. Integrity is defined as the trustor's perception that the trustee adheres to a set of principles that the trustor finds acceptable. This subsumes not only that a manager espouses values that the employee sees as positive, but also that the manager acts in a way that is consistent with the espoused values.
How these three factors are combined into trustworthiness is idiosyncratic, both between individuals and between situations. In some situations, the trustee's ability may be much more important than the other two factors. Other situations may be composed of tasks that are technically simpler but politically sensitive. In these cases, the trustee's integrity may have a greater impact on trust than does ability. Furthermore, one particular trustor may place a greater amount of weight on one of the factors across various situations than does another trustor. Mayer et al. (1995) propose that, over time, the trustor will evaluate how positive the outcomes of previous vulnerability are. If the trustor's vulnerability leads to outcomes that the trustor believes are favorable, the trustor will positively reassess some combination of the three factors of the trustee's trustworthiness. Conversely, if the trustor allows vulnerability to the trustee and perceives getting "let down" by the trustee, the trustor will reassess some combination of trustworthiness factors as being lower than previously believed.
Based on the model, there are at least two ways trust can develop. In addition to evaluation of the outcomes of previous vulnerability to the trustee and a subsequent reevaluation of trustworthiness, the model suggests that other exogenous factors can change the perception of trustworthiness. Because trustworthiness is affected by three distinct factors (ability, benevolence, and integrity), incidents or developments that prompt a reappraisal of any of these perceptions of the trustee will impact trustworthiness. For example, if a trustee's actions reflect movement up a learning curve on some important issue, the perception of the trustee's ability will rise. This movement up the learning curve is not necessarily tied to any prior vulnerability on the part of the trustor, and thus is not caused by the feedback loop from outcomes of vulnerability to trustworthiness.
The model just described considers a party's trust for a specific referent. For the theory's tenets to follow logically, the trustee must be specific, identifiable, and perceived to act with volition. If top management within a company includes an identifiable set of people whose actions have a significant impact on the firm's employees, it makes sense to consider the level of trust which employees have for the top management team. In a small, centralized organization where it is relatively easy to identify who makes what decisions and who has the authority to change organizational policies, the organization and the top decision makers may be seen as equivalent. However, in a larger, more complex organization it is often harder to tell which level of management made what decisions. In such an instance, the organization may take on a life of its own in an employee's eyes as a referent of trust, distinct from top management themselves.
There is evidence that conceptualizing trust as a willingness to be vulnerable has merit. Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (1996a) studied the delegation of risky tasks by veterinary doctors to hospital staff members. They found that trust for the staff member contributed significantly to the veterinarians' delegation of risky tasks, such as administration of anesthesia by a technician. Along similar lines, in a longitudinal study of a chain of restaurants, Davis, Mayer, and Schoorman (1995) operationalized trust as the employees' willingness to be vulnerable to the facility's general manager. They found that restaurants in which the general managers garnered greater trust from their employees performed significantly better over the following three quarters in sales levels and in net profits, and experienced significantly lower employee turnover rates than restaurants in which the general manager was less trusted.
Taken together, the results of these studies provide evidence that the level of trust for another specific party in an organization affects important processes and outcomes in an organization. Thus, given the apparent utility of viewing trust as a willingness to be vulnerable in the study of trust in organizational relationships, we used this model in the present study as a basis to investigate the development of trust for top management.
Performance Appraisal and Trust
Because of the pivotal role that performance appraisal plays in managing human resources (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994) , there has been a great deal of research conducted to understand appraisals. Murphy and Cleveland (1991) noted that much of this research has focused on such issues as appraisal formats and minimizing bias from raters. One of the issues that they suggested that warrants further attention is the criteria by which appraisal systems are judged. They suggested that one such research area that needs to be addressed is the reactions of the ratees to the appraisal system. Murphy and Cleveland proposed that research should seek to understand how appraisal accuracy affects reactions to the appraisal. Cardy and Dobbins (1994) mirrored this sentiment and argued that such perceptual reactions to the appraisal system are clearly important to the appraisal system's operational effectiveness.
Along similar lines, Cummings (1983) speculated on the effect that the performance appraisal process can have on employee trust for the organization. He hypothesized that the use of self-appraisal in the performance evaluation system should be positively associated with trust. Further, he proposed that if the results of appraisals are fed back to appraisees, trust will be enhanced.
In light of these researchers' arguments, it makes sense to consider the effect of the performance appraisal system on trust for management. In an organization that has meritbased pay and promotion, perceptions of the performance appraisal system are tantamount. In the performance of their jobs, employees make themselves vulnerable to the organization when they expend effort on their jobs. If an employee expends extra effort in order to reduce product defects or to formulate suggestions about how to improve quality, the employee is dependent upon the appraisal system to detect the increased contribution. If the system fails to be sensitive to the extra contribution, the employee will not receive economic benefits for the labor. This should lower the employee's level of trust for those in the organization responsible for the flawed appraisal system. Conversely, when the appraisal system is seen to clearly reflect the employee's performance, trust for those responsible for the appraisal system should be enhanced. Murphy and Cleveland (1991) suggested that the acceptability of the performance appraisal system to both raters and ratees is important to the system's effectiveness. They pointed out that acceptance by ratees "is a function of both the process and the outcomes of performance appraisal" (p. 252). On the issue of process, they suggested that both the extent to which the dimensions being rated are considered relevant to the job and the raters' ability to provide wellinformed assessments about performance are important. In the present article this is termed perceived accuracy, defined as the extent to which the appraisal system is perceived to accurately tap into relevant behaviors that employees see as contributing value to the organization.
The second acceptability issue in this research, which is due in part to the former issue, is whether the economic outcomes that employees seek are seen as outcomes of higher performance. Critical to the employees is the extent to which the appraisal system allows recognition of and rewards for their contributions. This is referred to in this article as outcome instrumentality (Vroom, 1964) . The end result of a system wherein the appraisals are not accurate reflections of contributions to the organization is that recognition and rewards that are based on the appraisals would not, in the employees' eyes, be linked with true performance.
One avenue of assessing the impact of a human resource system on trust or trustworthiness is to measure the impact of changing the system on the perceptual and attitudinal variables.
Hypothesis 1: Replacement of an appraisal system with one perceived as more acceptable will increase the level of trust for those in management responsible for the change. The model of trust described earlier in this article theorizes that perceptions of a trustee's ability, benevolence, and integrity form the basis of that party's trustworthiness. The combination of these perceptions can be expected to have a major influence on the level of trust for the trustee. An appraisal system that clarifies and increases the perceived linkage between performance and rewards might be expected to affect all three of the factors of trustworthiness.
The perception of ability (i.e., that group of skills, competencies, and characteristics that allow top management to have influence within some domain) includes the formal and informal influence top management has in the domain of interest. When top management's decisions demonstrate strong competence to the employees, the perception of ability should be affected positively. When management demonstrates skill in understanding and resolving issues that are important to employees, an employee's perception of management's ability should be positively affected. One of the significant roles of management in relation to employees is in defining and measuring performance. An accurate performance appraisal system demonstrates to employees that top management has the important managerial skills needed to manage the organization's workforce. Thus, a performance appraisal system that more accurately measures performance should make top management's capacity to have an impact salient, and should enhance the perception of top management's skills.
Hypothesis 2: Replacement of an appraisal system with one perceived as more acceptable will increase the level of perceived ability of those in management responsible for the change.
The perception of top management's benevolence (i.e., the extent to which top management is believed to want to do good to the employee, aside from an egocentric profit motive) should be positively affected by a more accurate appraisal system. A system that more accurately assesses performance so that it can be economically recognized by the company is likely to be received as a signal that top management cares about the employees' interests. An accurate appraisal system that provides developmental feedback to appraisees allows them greater potential for growth and advancement in the company.
In addition to economic benefits such as pay and promotion potential, an accurate appraisal system affords employees a greater opportunity for psychological success (Argyris, 1964), or the feeling that they are successful at what they do. Argyris argued that for an organization to increase an employee's psychological success, it must provide opportunities for the employee to define his or her immediate goals and paths to these goals, relate these to the goals of the organization, and evaluate his or her own effectiveness. We propose here that a trustee's actions that increase the likelihood that the trustor will experience psychological success demonstrate benevolence toward the trustor. Thus, management actions that increase opportunities for an employee's psychological success will increase the employee's perception of management's benevolence.
In an organization that has pay and promotion systems that are based on performance, improving the accuracy of the appraisal system enhances the employee's opportunity to achieve positive outcomes that are both economic and psychological. Management actions that enhance an employee's opportunities for success will be perceived as demonstrating benevolence.
Hypothesis 3: Replacement of an appraisal system with one perceived as more acceptable will increase the level of perceived benevolence of those in management responsible for the change.
In a company that espouses a system of performancebased pay and promotions, the belief that performance is accurately measured is critical to management's integrity (i.e., the perception that top management adheres to a set of principles that the employee finds acceptable). Management's use of performance-based reward systems makes it critical that, in the employees' eyes, the system used to evaluate performance is valid. If the appraisal system is faulty, the resulting situation is that management says it will recognize and reward performance, but the actual outcomes will not be consistent with the espoused goals. Those responsible for the policy, who have the capacity to change the policy, will be considered to have lower integrity because their statements and actions are discrepant. In a situation in which top management communicates their intent to recognize and reward performance, a system that provides a strong linkage between performance and organizational outcomes should positively affect the perception of top management's integrity because their actions more closely reflect their stated values. In common language, it is important that top management "walk the talk": Saying that performance is recognized and rewarded is necessary but not sufficient. The belief that performance and rewards are in fact linked is important to the perception of top management's integrity.
Hypothesis 4: Replacement of an appraisal system with one perceived as more acceptable will increase the level of perceived integrity of those in management responsible for the change.
The previous hypotheses suggested that the acceptability of the performance appraisal system impacts not only trust, but each of the three factors of trustworthiness. The model on which this research is based suggests that the three factors of trustworthiness have a direct impact on trust itself. This suggests that the acceptability of the appraisal system may have its impact on trust primarily through its effects on the three trustworthiness factors. In other words, based on the model utilized in this research, the impact of appraisal system acceptability on trust is mediated by the three factors of trustworthiness.
Hypothesis 5: The effect of the appraisal system's acceptability on trust for top management is mediated by the perceptions of top management's ability, benevolence, and integrity.
Method

Sample and Procedure
The data for this study were collected in a small nonunion manufacturing firm in the plastics industry located in a rural area in the Midwest. Over a period of 14 months, three waves of surveys were administered to 166, 170, and 193 production employees and supervisors on company time. This represented .68, .75, and .82 of the company's full-time permanent and temporary production staff in the three respective administrations. The average age of the employees was 36.8 years, and their average tenure with the company was 3.7 years. A total of 45% of the employees were women. In order to ensure confidentiality, the surveys were administered in on-site meetings conducted by a member of the research team. Employees were given time away from their regular duties to complete the surveys.
Study Design
The initial data collection provided a baseline of trust and the trustworthiness factors for top management. Focus group discussions with employees indicated that the performance appraisal system was not perceived to be acceptable. Specific concerns centered around two issues: The appraisal system did not accurately tap into actual performance, and, as a result, there was a lack of relationship between performance and organizational outcomes. The second survey was administered 5 months after the first. It measured trustworthiness of and trust for top management, as well as employee perceptions of the accuracy and outcome instrumentality of the appraisal system as described below.
Between the second and third waves of surveys, top management implemented a new performance appraisal system. The new system was a standardized, off-the-shelf system selected by top management from a commercial source. The employees were not involved in either its selection or its implementation. The new system contrasted sharply with the old in that it added a selfappraisal on a form parallel to the supervisor's appraisal. In the new system, the supervisor and the employee were required to meet and reconcile their appraisals prior to the supervisor's submission of the evaluation to the company. The major thrust of the new system was to assure that supervisors were discussing specific behaviors and outcomes that were expected of the employees and to make clear that these were the bases of the evaluation. Prior to the third-wave survey, some employees had been appraised under the new system and others had not.
After an initial probationary period, each employee was reviewed annually on the anniversary of the employee's hire date. Thus, an employee's assignment into the "experienced" or "inexperienced" group (i.e., have or have not experienced the new appraisal system firsthand) was based on which month of the year the employee hired into the company. This approximates a random assignment to the conditions, as there is no a priori reason to believe that the month of hire should have a systematic effect on the employees. Analyses of the demographic variables indicated that the two groups did not differ significantly in age, tenure, gender composition, or propensity to trust. There was no single date on which all employees received their raises. Rather, after an employee's appraisal was signed off by management, the employee would receive any raise that was commensurate with the appraisal.
After 9 months had passed, the third-wave survey reassessed the variables measured in the second wave. This allowed for quasiexperimental comparisons of changes over time (i.e., from the second-wave survey to the third-wave survey) between the group that had experienced the new performance appraisal process and the group that had not. Thus, the impact of the performance appraisal system was examined by analyzing changes in the levels of trust of the two groups that had not previously differed across the variables measured.
The quasi-experiment is referred to by Cook and Campbell as an "untreated control group design with pretest measures at more than one time interval " (1979, pp. 117-118) . Although they classify an untreated control group design with pre-and postmeasures a "generally interpretable nonequivalent control group design" (p. 103), they state that the design becomes much stronger when additional pretests are added. In their words, "The advantages of pretests at two (or more) time points are considerable" (p. 117). Not only does it allow selection-maturation to be ruled out as an alternative explanation, it also helps to rule out the appearance of a treatment effect because of statistical regression. Although they support the use of this design because of its interpretability, they posit that the reason it is so seldom used is that it is not usually possible to get access to doing multiple pretests because of the time and costs involved.
Measures Trust Variables
On the basis of the model of organizational trust described earlier in this article, Schoorman, Mayer, and Davis (1996a) developed measures to reflect ability, benevolence, integrity, propensity (based on Rotter, 1967) , and trust (10, 12, 13, 7, and 4 items, respectively). The findings indicated that the factors of trustworthiness were distinct in a confirmatory factor analysis and that the scales all had acceptable reliabilities (Cronbach's a = . 93, .95, .96, .71, .82, respectively) .
For the present study, the items were altered slightly to reflect a focus on top management. Based on concerns expressed by the company's management about the length of the survey, the measures of ability, benevolence, and integrity were shortened in the current study. For each of these trustworthiness factors, the items that most clearly reflected each theoretical dimension were selected for inclusion. All scales in this study used 5-point Likerttype items with anchors of agree and disagree for each scale point. All of the previously unpublished scales used in this study can be found in the Appendix.
Ability. Six items were used to assess the perception of top management's ability. Scores (Wave 2) ranged from 1.5 to 5. Alphas for this scale were .85 for Wave 2 and .88 for Wave 3.
Benevolence. Five items were used to measure the perception of top management's benevolence. Scores ranged from 1.0 to 4.8. Alphas for this scale were .87 and .89 for the second and third waves, respectively.
Integrity. The Integrity scale consisted of six items. Scores on the Integrity scale ranged from 1.0 to 4.8. Alphas for this scale were .82 and .88 for waves 2 and 3, respectively.
Propensity. The entire eight-item scale used by Schoorman et al. (1996a) was used in this study. Scores ranged from 1.38 to 3.75. Alphas for this scale were .55 and .66 for the second and third waves, respectively.
Trust. The four items used by Schoorman et al. (1996a) to measure trust were used in this study. Scores ranged from 1.0 to 5.0. Alphas for this scale were .59 and .60 for the second and third waves, respectively.
Performance Appraisal Variables
To measure changes in site-specific issues about the performance appraisal that were most salient to the employees, we developed items based closely on employee comments and criticisms made of the system before the change. The measures of perceptions of the performance appraisal system were used as manipulation checks in the quasi-experiment to verify that the issues that were salient to the employees were indeed different under the new system. These measures were also used as exogenous variables to test the mediation hypothesis.
Perceived accuracy. The first of the two issues will be referred to as perceived accuracy. This refers to the extent to which the ratee perceives that the performance rating reflects those behaviors that contribute to the organization. This is similar to accuracy, except that accuracy often carries the connotation that there is some "true" level of performance (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994 ). Accuracy might be described as the extent to which the rating is consistent with the "true" level of performance. In the current work, the standard against which the employee compares the appraisal is the employee's belief about what matters to the organization. Eight items were included in a scale that assessed the accuracy of the system, defined as the extent to which the appraisal system accurately reflected the ratee's contribution to the organization. These items tapped into such issues as whether the performance evaluation reflected the quantity and quality of work completed. Scores ranged from 1.13 to 4.88. A high score on this scale indicates that the respondent believes that the appraisal system accurately reflects the employee's contribution, whereas a low score indicates the person feels the system does not accurately reflect differences in performance. Alphas for this scale were .82 for the second wave and .70 for the third wave.
Outcome instrumentality. The second issue considered under performance appraisal acceptability in this study was the outcome instrumentality of performance. Outcome instrumentality is the belief that performance will lead to desired organizational outcomes. A lack of instrumentality suggests that the employee does not believe that a higher level of actual performance will indeed be followed by improved outcomes such as better pay and improved chances of promotion. Three items were included in a scale that measured outcome instrumentality, defined as the extent to which actual performance was perceived to lead to better pay and promotion potential. Scores ranged from 1.0 to 5.0. A high score on this scale indicates that the employee feels that higher levels of actual performance are rewarded, whereas a low score reflects the respondent's belief that performance and rewards are not related. Alphas for this scale were .72 and .77 for the second and third waves, respectively.
Means, standard deviations, numbers of items, intercorrelations, and Cronbach's alphas of the variables are presented in Table 1 .
Reliability of the Trust Measure
The reliability of the trust measure in this sample deserves further comment. Schoorman et al. (1996a) found a Cronbach's alpha of .82 using the measure of trust used in this study. In the present sample, this measure of reliability was not as high. This raised a concern, as Nunnally (1978) pointed out that the primary effect of random measurement error is that it reduces the likelihood of detecting relationships that actually exist.
Because the levels of trust were not expected to remain stable for the group that experienced the new performance appraisal between Waves 2 and 3, test-retest reliabilities were calculated using data from the group that did not experience the new appraisal system. The test-retest reliability in this sample from Wave 1 to Wave 2 (a 5-month lag) is .75 and from Wave 2 to Wave 3 (a 9-month lag) is .66. Even if trust could be measured in a perfectly reliable way, one should expect some fluctuation in its level over a period of several months as trust grows or declines over time. These test-retest reliability coefficients suggest that even given such expected fluctuations, the scale provided a fairly stable measure of trust over time. On the basis of an analysis of item validities (Kline, 1986) , the major reason alpha is low in this sample appears to be the length of the scale. As Cortina (1993) stated, " [alpha] must be interpreted with number of items in mind" (p. 102).
Results
Confirmation of the Trustworthiness Factors
Confirmatory factor analyses in LISREL 7 were performed on the trustworthiness factors and trust using listwise deletion. The purpose was to verify that the measures of the three trustworthiness factors tap into constructs distinguishable both from one another and from trust. This was important given that the trustworthiness scales were reduced forms of previously used measures. Table 2 presents the results of these analyses. .89 .94
Note. All models were tested using covariance matrices and maximum likelihood estimation. GFI = goodnessof-fit index; AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; RMSR = root-mean-square residual; CFI = comparative fit index.
We compared the fit statistics of substantive models with one another. The first might be deemed a global model, in that the items on all four scales were loaded onto a single factor. This model reflects that the respondents do not differentiate trust and the factors of trustworthiness. The second model reflects that the respondents differentiate each factor from the others as the theory proposes.
Examination of the fit statistics in Table 2 reveals that the proposed model provides the best fit with the data in both waves of data in the quasi-experiment. The proposed model fit best on all the fit indexes used: chi-square, goodness-offit, adjusted goodness-of-fit, root-mean-square residual, and the comparative fit index. Each of these measures is positively related to a model's fit except the chi-square and root-mean-square, which are inversely related to fit (for descriptions of these fit indexes, see Bentler, 1990; Bentler & Bonnett, 1980; James, Mulaik, & Brett, 1982; Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989) . The comparative fit index (Bentler, 1990) for the proposed model was the only one that exceeded .90. A chi-square difference test was performed to compare the fit of the two substantive models. The difference in chisquares was significant, for Wave 2, ^(6, N = 166) = 133.85, p< .01;forWave3,^2(6,A^= 185) = 100.61, p< .01, indicating that the proposed model provided a better fit with the data.
Effect on Trust and Trustworthiness
Between the second and third waves of surveys, top management implemented a new performance appraisal system designed to directly address some of the employees' concerns with the former system (this will be described in more detail below). A t test comparing the overall level of trust for top management between the second and third waves of surveys revealed that trust increased a significant, albeit modest, amount during this period, 7(359) = 2.66, p < .01; d = .28. The fact that the data were collected in a single company raises the concern that the change in trust level was due to events other than the implementation of the performance appraisal system, a threat to internal validity which Cook and Campbell (1979; p. 51) refer to as history. A naturally occurring quasi-experiment allowed the threat of history to be ruled out.
The results of the second-wave survey indicated that employees generally did not believe that the appraisals provided an accurate assessment of their job performance or that their actual performance was related to organizational outcomes. In order to test Hypotheses 1-4, we analyzed data from employees who completed usable surveys in both the second and third waves. Although this necessitated a reduction in the sample size to 79 because of significant ongoing employee turnover and missing data, the quasiexperimental contrast of the extent of change between those who had not been appraised under the new system (i.e., the inexperienced group, n = 57) and those who had (i.e., the experienced group, n -22) provides the clearest test of the effect of the new system.
As a manipulation check on whether the implementation of the new system had an effect on appraisal system problems that were salient to the employees, regression analyses were conducted to analyze the changes in accuracy and outcome instrumentality of the appraisal. For each of these two variables, the third-wave assessment was regressed onto both the second-wave assessment and a dichotomous variable representing membership in either the experienced or the inexperienced group. This analysis assessed the impact of the new system while accounting for the prior level of the manipulation check variable. Results of this analysis are presented in Table 3 . For both accuracy and outcome instrumentality, the group membership variable was significant, r(75) = 2.75, p < .01, and r(75) = 3.22, p < .01, respectively. In both cases, the signs of the regression coefficients were in the expected direction. These results indicate that the new system positively affected the issues about the performance appraisal that were salient to the employees.
As can be seen in Table 4 , the inexperienced group showed very little increase in trust for top management (mean A = .03) compared to the increase of the experienced group (mean A = .36). The changes in trust levels for the two groups are depicted in Figure 1 . To help rule out alternative explanations based on differences between the two groups, t tests were conducted to compare the composition of the two groups on trust, ability, benevolence, integrity, propensity, age, and organizational tenure. As can be seen in Table 5 , at the outset of the quasi-experiment the two groups did not differ significantly on any of these variables.
Regression analyses were performed to test the effect of the change in appraisal systems. Trust in Wave 3 was regressed onto trust from Wave 2, age, tenure, gender, propensity to trust, and a dichotomous variable indicating which group the person was in (i.e., experienced or inexperienced). This analysis accounts for differences in the de- Figure 1 . Changes in trust levels for the experienced and inexperienced groups. mographic variables concurrently with the levels of trust both prior to and after the introduction of the new performance appraisal system. The results of this regression are presented in Table 6 . Two of the independent variables were significant predictors of trust in the third wave: trust in the second wave (j3 = .60, p < .001) and whether or not the person had experienced the new appraisal system (j3 = .20, p < .05). None of the demographic variables were significant. These results support Hypothesis 1 that a more acceptable appraisal system will lead to a higher level of trust. These results provide stronger support for the assertion that the rise in trust between the second-and third-wave surveys was attributable to the performance appraisal system. This analysis helps to rule out history as an alternative explanation for the increase.
To test Hypotheses 2-4, similar regressions were conducted on ability, benevolence, and integrity. The results of these analyses can also be found in Table 6 . In each case, only the prior measure of the particular factor was a significant predictor of that factor in the third wave. Thus, Hypotheses 2-4 were not supported. However, for both benevolence and integrity, the dichotomous variable repre- to significance (p < .07 for benevolence, and p < .08 for integrity). In a quasi-experimental comparison such as this, there is a potential threat to the validity of the comparison betweengroups based on the concern that the groups may have already been changing at different rates prior to the time lag under consideration. A follow-up analysis was therefore conducted to determine whether the experienced and inexperienced groups were differentially changing in their levels of trust prior to the second survey. Respondents included in this analysis were those who were both in the quasiexperiment and were also included in the Wave 1 data collection (17 experienced, 41 inexperienced). Trust at Wave 2 was regressed onto both trust at Wave 1 and group membership. Prior trust was a significant predictor of Wave 2 trust, f(55) = 7.02, p < .01, but group membership did not have a significant impact on Wave 2 trust, t(55) = -.48, ns. Thus, the two groups' levels of trust were not changing at different rates in the 5 months prior to the quasi-experiment. This supports the conclusion that the difference between the two groups' changes in trust levels in the quasi-experiment is attributable to the introduction of the new performance appraisal system.
Test of Mediation by the Trustworthiness Factors
In order to test Hypothesis 5, that the trustworthiness factors mediate the relationship between appraisal perceptions and trust, LISREL path analyses were conducted using the procedure described by Sapienza and Korsgaard (1996) based on Baron and Kenny (1986) . The procedure both compares the fit of alternative substantive models with one another and examines the significance of specific path estimates. The exogenous variables in this analysis were the perceptions of the performance appraisal system. Using a listwise deletion of cases (n -185), the data from Wave 3 were used for this analysis as they reflect the changes in perceptions after the implementation of the new appraisal system. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 7 .
Three substantive models were compared with one another: a direct effects model, an indirect effects model, and a saturated model. In the direct effects model we estimated paths from accuracy and outcome instrumentality to ability, benevolence, integrity, and trust. This model represents that accuracy and instrumentality affect trust directly, with no mediation by the trustworthiness variables. The indirect effects model represents the proposed model. It estimates paths from accuracy and instrumentality to ability, benevolence, and integrity, as well as paths from these latter three variables to trust. Both the direct effects model and the indirect effects model are nested under the saturated model. In the saturated model, both direct and indirect effects of accuracy and instrumentality on trust are estimated. Nested models, which differ in the number of paths estimated, are statistically compared with chi-square difference tests. The difference in chi-squares between the two models is tested for significance, given the difference in degrees of freedom between the two models. A significant difference in chi-squares indicates that the model with fewer degrees of freedom (i.e., the model in which more parameters are estimated) fits better. The first comparison is between the direct effects model and the saturated model to test whether there is any mediation. The second comparison is between the indirect effects model and the saturated model. This tests whether the effects of accuracy and instrumentality on trust are either fully mediated or partially mediated by the trustworthiness variables. As Sapienza and Korsgaard (1996) noted, the direct effects model and the indirect effects models cannot be compared, because they are not nested.
The comparison between the direct effects model and the saturated model yielded a chi-square of 108.65, with three degrees of freedom (p < .001). The significance of this result indicates that the effect of the independent variables on trust was mediated by the trustworthiness variables. The second comparison, between the indirect effects model and the saturated model, yielded a chi-square of .84, with two degrees of freedom (ns). The lack of significance of this result indicates that the more complex, saturated model did not improve the fit over that attained by the simpler, indirect effects model.
A follow-up examination of specific path estimates was also conducted. In the saturated model, neither of the paths from the performance appraisal variables to trust were significant. The path from accuracy to benevolence, and the paths from instrumentality to all three of the trustworthiness factors were significant. Likewise, as shown in Figure 2 , all three paths from the trustworthiness variables to trust were significant.
The results from both the chi-square tests and the examination of specific paths indicate that the relationship between the performance appraisal variables and trust is fully mediated by the trustworthiness variables. Estimation of direct effects paths from performance appraisal perceptions to trust found that the paths did not improve the fit of the model beyond the fully mediated model, nor were they statistically significant. 
Discussion
Recognition of the importance of trust in organizations has grown considerably in recent years. Tyler and Degoey (1995) cast doubt on the ability of management to effectively "manage" levels of trust, particularly in the shortterm. Although we strongly agree with these authors that attempting to build trust is neither quick nor easy, the results of the current study provide rare evidence that trust might be effectively managed through theoretically based developmental efforts. In this case, those efforts involved replacing a performance appraisal system that was perceived as inaccurate and did not allow for performance-based recognition and rewards. Trust for top management rose significantly in response to the new performance appraisal system. Although history is commonly a threat to internal validity in a study of this nature, one of the strengths of the current study is the quasi-experiment, which helped to minimize this concern. Such field quasi-experiments, particularly in the topic area of trust, are relatively rare. The quasi-experiment described in this study shows that the overall rise in trust for top management was driven by the reactions of the employees who had actual experience with the improved performance appraisal system.
Another strength of this study is the longitudinal nature of the data collection. Data were collected at three points in time over a period of 14 months. This allowed analyses to be conducted that looked at changes in the variables of interest. This within-subjects design and analysis controlled for such factors as variations among individuals' propensity to trust others. Such longitudinal research on the development of trust is relatively rare. Cardy and Dobbins (1994) discussed the tradeoffs between studying performance appraisal in laboratory and field settings. They appropriately noted that although laboratory studies allow for strict control of the experimental setting, "most laboratory studies have a definite artificial character" (p. 18). They suggest that, in order to investigate such issues as the effects of interventions on outcome measures, the field approach to appraisal research is most appropriate. Although field research cannot by definition provide the extent of control attainable in a laboratory study, the quasi-experiment described in this article was designed and conducted with a great deal of control by field standards. The resulting external validity of the study is very strong. To attempt to study the effect of perceived performance appraisal acceptability on trust for management in a laboratory setting would yield dubious results at best, given the noted concerns with artificiality (Schoorman et al., 1996b) .
Along with the strengths of this study, it is also appropriate to consider its limitations. The quasi-experiment described in this study provides strong evidence that those who experienced the new performance appraisal system showed increased trust for top management, both in an absolute sense and as compared with those who did not experience it. Although this is an important finding, this study does not fully investigate why this is the case. One of the salient improvements in the new system was that its structure necessitated that the ratees be given clear, unambiguous feedback about performance and about how to improve it. This was evidenced by the manipulation checks.
What cannot be investigated from these data is whether such things as the feedback, ratings, or raises given to the experienced group were higher than whatever had been the case in the past. Top management gave assurances that there had not been a change in policy or practice with respect to raises during the time of the quasi-experiment, but we did not have access to data to empirically test this. Thus, future research should further investigate what aspects of a performance appraisal and reward system have the greatest impact on trust. One framework that would likely be fruitful in extending such investigation would be the differentiation between procedural and distributive justice (Folger, 1987) . Perceived accuracy in the current study captures part of what is considered procedural justice, whereas outcome instrumentality in this study is most closely associated with distributive justice.
One potential concern with the current study is that the Cronbach's alpha estimate of reliability of the focal trust measure was lower than that found in previous research. Nunnally (1978) noted that the primary effect of random measurement error is that it reduces the likelihood of detecting relationships that actually exist. If the Cronbach's alpha estimates of reliability reflect random noise in the trust measure, this suggests that the significance of the increase in trust levels may actually underestimate the true significance of the change. Although further developmental work with this measure of trust is warranted, the significance of the rise in trust as predicted, its test-retest reliability (i.e., .75 over 5 months), and its correlations with the other variables (e.g., the correlation with each of the trustworthiness factors was approximately .6) indicate that it provided an adequate measure of the type of trust investigated in this study. Further research on this construct is warranted to investigate whether trust conceptualized as a willingness to be vulnerable consists of multiple dimensions, which would contribute to an attenuation in the level of alpha.
Another potential concern with the current study is what Cook and Campbell (1979) referred to as diffusion of the treatment. Theoretically, we should expect some level of improvement in the perceptions of the appraisal system by those who experience the new system (i.e., the experienced group). They are able to see firsthand exactly what the supervisor is rating, to receive feedback on how they might improve their performance, and to hear an explanation of how their own performance and rewards are related. First-hand experience with the system as used by their own supervisor is likely to be the most salient evidence that the new system does in fact improve the accuracy of the appraisal and improve the likelihood that their efforts will be rewarded by the organization. In any field setting, one should expect that employees who experience the new system are likely to talk about it with others who have not. If knowledge of the new system were enough to change opinions about the system (and subsequently trust for top management), we should expect to see improvement in the inexperienced (i.e., control) group's perceptions of the appraisal system. If diffusion of treatment affected the results, it should serve to lessen the differences between the two groups (i.e., experienced and inexperienced). To the extent that a diffusion of the treatment occurred, the results obtained would actually understate the effect of the appraisal system.
The company was experiencing substantial voluntary and involuntary turnover as well as absenteeism. Inclusion of a participant in the quasi-experiment necessitated that the person was an employee at both Wave 2 and Wave 3 of the data collection, which were 9 months apart. It also necessitated that the employee was present at work on each of the survey administration days. The employee also had to fill out a useable survey on both days. It is clear from the analyses in this study that trust for top management was differentially affected in the two quasi-experimental groups. What is not known is how the reduction in sample size for the above reasons in the quasi-experiment affected the results. It may be, for instance, that some participants whose trust for top management declined significantly (for whatever reason) prior to the third wave either left the company or failed to respond on the final data collection. Thus, the difference in sample size between a single wave of data and the quasi-experiment represents a limitation to this study.
A somewhat surprising finding in this study was that the new performance appraisal system that was perceived as more accurate did not significantly affect any of the three factors of trustworthiness. Although all of the betweengroups (i.e., experienced vs. inexperienced) differences were in the predicted directions, none was by itself significant. Mayer et al. (1995) suggested that trust for a given trustee was determined in part by some combination of the factors of trustworthiness. As noted earlier in this article, the way these factors are combined appears to be complex and idiosyncratic. Although no single factor went up significantly because of the new appraisal system, trust for top management did rise significantly. Furthermore, the impact of the appraisal system's acceptability on trust was fully mediated by the factors of trustworthiness. The data are consistent with the position that the development of trust is affected by an idiosyncratic combination of the three factors of trustworthiness. This pattern of results supports the theoretical distinctions among these constructs as proposed by Mayer et al. (1995) . How the factors are combined to influence trust warrants further research.
The relatively high correlations between trust and the factors of trustworthiness may give rise to concerns over whether the measure of trust is distinct from the measures of trustworthiness. There is a clear conceptual distinction between trust as a behavioral intention (i.e., willingness to be vulnerable) and perceptions of the trustee (i.e., the factors of trustworthiness). Other empirical analyses in this study support the discriminant validity of trust. First, the confirmatory factor analysis found the best fit with the proposed model (i.e., four factors). The fit statistics for this analysis were clearly above accepted standards (e.g., comparative fit indexes of .96 and .94 in the two waves, respectively). Second, in the quasi-experiment, trust was the only outcome measure that was significantly affected by the new performance appraisal system. If trust were not differentiated from the trustworthiness factors, we should have either found no significant effect on trust, or found the trustworthiness factors to be significantly affected (as was trust). Third, the results of the mediation analysis also support the discriminant validity of trust. If trust were not differentiated from the trustworthiness factors, we should not have found a fully mediated model. If trust were equivalent to the trustworthiness factors, the significant paths from the (exogenous) performance appraisal variables to the trustworthiness variables should have been accompanied by significant paths from the performance appraisal variables to trust. In the saturated model, however, the paths from the exogenous variables to the trustworthiness factors were significant, whereas the direct paths from the exogenous variables to trust were not. In sum, the results of the confirmatory factor analyses, the quasi-experiment, and the mediation analyses all provide evidence of the discriminant validity of trust. These results support the position that trust, viewed as a willingness to be vulnerable, is distinct from the three factors of trustworthiness.
The present study was conducted in a small company of several hundred employees. Many of the production employees had occasional, albeit limited, contact with top management. It is conceivable that this level of contact led study respondents to assess trust differently than they would in a large organization in which contact with top management is less common. Such issues as whether significant company actions are attributed to top management and whether these actions affect the level of trust for top management should also be investigated in a larger organization. 
Ability
Top management is very capable of performing its job. Top management is known to be successful at the things it tries to do.
Top management has much knowledge about the work that needs done.
I feel very confident about top management's skills. Top management has specialized capabilities that can increase our performance.
Top management is well qualified.
Benevolence
Top management is very concerned about my welfare.
My needs and desires are very important to top management. Top management would not knowingly do anything to hurt me. Top management really looks out for what is important to me. Top management will go out of its way to help me.
Integrity
Top management has a strong sense of justice. I never have to wonder whether top management will stick to its word.
Top management tries hard to be fair in dealings with others. Top management's actions and behaviors are not very consistent.* I like top management's values. Sound principles seem to guide top management's behavior.
